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University of Minnesota, Morris 
Scholastic Committee 
Minutes #12, March 4, 2003 
 
The Scholastic Committee met on March 4 at 3:45 in the Behmler Conference Room.  The next 
meeting will be March 25th. 
 
Members present: W. Cox, K. Klinger (coordinator), N. McPhee, B. McQuarrie, L. Meek (chair), 
R. Thielke, C. Gonzalez, K. Sharp, C. Specketer, M. Uttke 
 
1. Minutes: The February 25th minutes were approved. 
 
2. Sub-committees: Chair Meek announced that Wendel Cox had agreed to participate in the sub-
committee looking into re-admission after suspension.  Barry McQuarrie will convene the 
academic integrity brochure sub-committee with members Richard Heyman, Margaret Uttke, and 
Cory Specketer. 
 
2. Academic Integrity brochure:  Most of the meeting was spent discussing the proposed 
updating of the 1979 Student Integrity Brochure.  In preparation, we were asked to identify what 
needed updating, to consider the perspective from which the brochure should be written, to 
identify whether there are issues that need to be addressed, and to recommend whether we should 
include language to encourage faculty to be explicit about their academic integrity policies.   We 
were also asked to consider what recourses we could suggest to students who had been unfairly 
accused of dishonest work.  Our wide-ranging discussion was intended to serve as guidance to 
the brochure sub-committee. 
 
We made the following points: 
 
The sub-committee should determine whether there is an all-University over-arching policy 
impacting their revision.  Chair Meek mentioned the student conduct code.  The sub-committee’s 
work on the brochure will come back to the full committee for review and action before going to 
the Campus Assembly. 
 
The entire brochure should be less formal.  We can spend less time on proctoring. 
 
An expectation that course instructors must explain their policies re academic integrity appears 
in the 1979 policy (2.2): It is incumbent on course instructors . . . to explain, either verbally or in 
the course syllabus, what constitutes academic dishonesty and plagiarism.  We support giving 
this concept more prominence earlier in the document. 
 
The academic integrity sub-committee decisions are recommendations to the instructor (1.6).  Is 
this the limit of our authority or can we go further?  The academic integrity sub-committee 
would need support from the Dean in order to enforce its recommendations. 
 
The explanation of the process for resolving differences between the instructor and student/s 
involved (1.3-1.5) needs to be clearer. 
 
